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The MAILING DATE of this communication appears on the cover sheet with the correspondence address •• 



Period for Reply 

A SHORTENED STATUTORY PERIOD FOR REPLY IS SET TO EXPIRE _3_ MONTH(S) FROM 
THE MAILING DATE OF THIS COMMUNICATION. 

• Extensions of time maybe available under the provisions of 37 CFR 1.136(a). In no event, however, may a reply be timely filed 
after SIX (6) MONTHS from the mailing date of this communication. 

- tf the period for reply specified above is less than thirty (30) days, a reply within the statutory minimum of thirty (30) days will be considered timely. 

- tf NO period for reply is specified above, the maximum statutory period will apply and will expire SIX (6) MONTHS from the mailing date of this communication. 

- Failure to reply within the set or extended period for reply will, by statute, cause the application to become ABANDONED (35 U.S.C. § 133). 
Any reply received by the Office later than three months after the mailing date of this communication, even if timely filed, may reduce any 
earned patent term adjustment. See 37 CFR 1.704(b). 

Status 

1 )E3 Responsive to communication(s) filed on 13 April 2004 . 
2a)E3 This action is FINAL. 2b)D This action is non-final. 

3) D Since this application is in condition for allowance except for formal matters, prosecution as to the merits is 

closed in accordance with the practice under Ex parte Quayle, 1935 CD. 1 1, 453 O.G. 213. 

Disposition of Claims 

4) S Claim(s) 1-38 is/are pending in the application. 

4a) Of the above claim(s) is/are withdrawn from consideration. 

5) D Claim(s) is/are allowed. 

6) IS Claim(s) 1-4. 7-10. 12-15. 17-19. 23-33. 36-38 is/are rejected. 

7) E3 Claim(s) 5. 6. 11.16-18.20-22.34 and 35 is/are objected to. 

8) D Claim(s) are subject to restriction and/or election requirement. 

Application Papers 

9) D The specification is objected to by the Examiner. 

10) D The drawing(s) filed on is/are: a)D accepted or b)D objected to by the Examiner. 

Applicant may not request that any objection to the drawing(s) be held in abeyance. See 37 CFR 1.85(a). 
Replacement drawing sheet(s) including the correction is required if the drawing(s) is objected to. See 37 CFR 1.121(d). 

11) D The oath or declaration is objected to by the Examiner. Note the attached Office Action or form PTO-152. 

Priority under 35 U.S.C. § 119 

12) D Acknowledgment is made of a claim for foreign priority under 35 U.S.C. § 1 1 9(a)-(d) or (f). 
a)D All b)D Some * c)D None of: 

1 .□ Certified copies of the priority documents have been received. 

2. Q Certified copies of the priority documents have been received in Application No. . 

3. D Copies of the certified copies of the priority documents have been received in this National Stage 

application from the International Bureau (PCT Rule 17.2(a)). 
* See the attached detailed Office action for a list of the certified copies not received. 



Attachment(s) 

1 ) □ Notice of References Cited (PTO-892) 4) □ Interview Summary (PTO-413) 

2) □ Notice of Draftsperson's Patent Drawing Review (PTO-948) Paper No(s)/Mail Date. . 

3) □ Information Disclosure Statement(s) (PTO-1449 or PTO/SB/08) 5) □ Notice of Informal Patent Application (PTO-152) 

Paper No(s)/Mail Date . 6) □ Other: . 



U.S. Patent and Trademark Office 
PTOL-326 (Rev. 1-04) 
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Response to Arguments 

1. Applicant's arguments filed 04/13/04 have been fully considered but they are not persuasive. 
Regarding applicant's argument that "fig. 15 may simply be a drawing provided by the draftsman to show 
that Hamilton's display may be updated to show the arm in one position at a first point in time and at a 
second position at a second point in time". Hamilton (6,559,860) in column 16 lines 10-25 discloses 
"accordingly, Graphic 3 has moved 30 degrees from its original position designated at position 204". This 
infers to the examiner that this is computer generated. In regard to applicant's argument that the 
"automatically generating" element is not taught as per claim 1 and 30. As seen in In re Venner, 120. 
USPQ 192 (CCPA 1958). it would have been obvious to go from manually doing something to 
automatically do the same thing to achieve the same result. In regard to applicant's argument on page 21 
that "Silva cannot be relied on as teaching or suggesting a method in which two images must be 
generated from a data structure such that simultaneous display of two images can be provided". Silva 
was used to teach the use of hierarchy to order the model components because this is a simple way to 
see the relationship between components. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

1 . The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 1 02 that form the basis for 
the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 
A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(e) the invention was described in a patent granted on an application for patent by another filed in 
the United States before the invention thereof by the applicant for patent, or on an international 
application by another who has fulfilled the requirements of paragraphs (1), (2), and (4) of section 
371 (c) of this title before the invention thereof by the applicant for patent. 

The changes made to 35 U.S.C. 102(e) by the American Inventors Protection Act of 1999 (AIPA) 
and the Intellectual Property and High Technology Technical Amendments Act of 2002 do not apply when 
the reference is a U.S. patent resulting directly or indirectly from an international application filed before 
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November 29, 2000. Therefore, the prior art date of the reference is determined under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) 
prior to the amendment by the AIPA (pre-AlPA 35 U.S.C. 102(e)). 

2. Claim 30 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being anticipated by Hamilton et al. t U.S. Patent 
No. 6,559,860. 

3. As per claim 30, Hamilton et al discloses a computer system for processing data representing 
construction of a three-dimensional object (fig 15), the system comprising: a model data storage system 
(fig 1 , #18) comprising stored model data representing construction of a three-dimensional object from a 
plurality of modeled components (fig 15); a computer processor coupled to the model data storage 
system (fig 1, #16), a program storage system (fig 1, #18), and output display system (fig 1, #38), the 
program storage system comprising instructions to configure the processor to: retrieve the stored model 
data from the model data storage system; render a first view of the three-dimensional object in which the 
plurality of modeled components are in a first positional arrangement (fig 15); render a second view of the 
three-dimensional object in which the plurality of modeled components are in a second positional 
arrangement that is different from the first positional arrangement (fig 15); and automatically display an 
overlaid view of the first and the second views on the output display system, the overlaid view 
distinguishing a change between the first and the second positional arrangements of the modeled 
components (fig 15). 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

1 . The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all obviousness 

rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as 
set forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be 
patented and the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious 
at the time the invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said 
subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention 
was made. 
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2. Claims 1, 23-29 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Hamilton et al., 
U.S. Patent No. 6,59,860 in view of Stone. 

3. As per claim 1 , Hamilton et al discloses a computer-implemented method of processing a three- 
dimensional model of an object (fig. 15), the model comprising a plurality of model components (fig. 15, 
#172 and #204), and the method comprising: based on identifying the different positional arrangements, 
automatically generating an image of the model depicting a change in a position of a first one of the 
model components with respect to a second one of the model components (fig 15). However, Hamilton et 
al does not specifically disclose constructing a data structure identifying different positional arrangements 
of the model components to represent different positions of movable ones of the model components. This 
is disclosed in Stone et al in column 2 lines 33-50. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in 
the art at the time the invention was made to use a data structure with the system of Hamilton et al 
because this provides an orderly way to keep track of the relative positioning of objects with respect to 
each other which would make it easier for user when deciding to make positional changes. 

4. As per claim 23, Hamilton et al discloses displaying the first model view and the second model 
view simultaneously in a common view area to represent a three-dimensional model in differing positions 
(fig 15). However, Hamilton et al does not disclose accessing a model data structure to render a first 
model view and a second model view, the model data structure comprising an interrelationship of a 
plurality of model components. This is disclosed in Stone et al in column 1 lines 30-42 and column 2 lines 
32-50. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to 
use a model data structure with the system of Hamilton et al because this provides an orderly way to 
keep track of the relative positioning of objects with respect to each other which would make it easier for 
user when deciding to make positional changes. 

5. As per claim 24, Hamilton et al discloses annotating the first model view and the second model 
view in the common view area to display a dimension measurement (fig 14, #192). 

6. As per claim 25, Hamilton et al discloses the second model view comprises a differing subset of 
the plurality of model components from the first model view (fig 15). 
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7. As per claim 26, Hamilton discloses wherein the second model view represents a positionally 
altered arrangement of the plurality of model components (fig 15). 

8. As per claim 27, Hamilton discloses displaying the first model view and the second model view 
simultaneously in the common view area renders a first set of model components having a same 
positional arrangement at a same position and a second set of model components having a differing 
positional arrangement at differing positions (fig 15). 

9. As per claim 28, Hamilton et al discloses displaying the first model view using a first set of display 
attributes; and displaying the second model view using a second set of display attributes to distinguish 
the positionally altered arrangement of the plurality of model components (fig 15). 

10. As per claim 29, Stone discloses modifying the model data structure to accommodate a new 
configuration of the three-dimensional model (column 1 lines 30-42). 



11. Claims 2-4, 7-9 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Hamilton et al. 
in view of Stone et al. as applied to claim 1 above, and further in view of Silva et al., U.S. Patent No. 
6,473,081. 

12. As per claim 2, Hamilton et al discloses the image depicting the object having the model 
components in a first a in a second positional arrangement (fig 15). However, Hamilton et al and Stone et 
al fail to disclose traversing a model hierarchy to render the image of the model, the model hierarchy 
comprising the interrelationship of the plurality of model components. This is disclosed in Silva et al in 
column 3 lines 59-67 and column 4 lines 1-10. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the 
art at the time the invention was made to use a model hierarchy with the systems of Hamilton et al and 
Stone et al because this more clearly convey the arrangement of graphical components (column 3 lines 
48-55). 

13. As per claim 3, Silva et al discloses the model hierarchy further comprises data representing 
different positional arrangements as defined during a model design process (column 4 lines 1-11); 
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traversing the model hierarchy to render the image comprises rendering the image based on the data 
representing the different positional arrangements (column 4 lines 1-11); and generating the image further 
comprises rendering the image in a view area (fig 1). 

14. As per claim 4, Hamilton et al discloses wherein generating the image comprises depicting a first 
component in a both a first and a second position (fig 15). 

15. As per claim 7, Hamilton et al discloses wherein different display attributes are applied to depict 
the first component in the first position than are applied to depict the first component in the second 
position (fig 15, line thickness). 

16. As per claim 8, Stone et al discloses wherein the display attributes comprise attributes selected 
from the group consisting of color, line weight and line pattern (column 1 lines 30-42 and column 2 lines 
32-50). 

17. As per claim 9, Hamilton et al discloses wherein a solid line font depicts the first component in the 
first position and a phantom line font depicts the first component in the second position (fig 15). 



18. Claims 10, 12-14, 19, 37-38 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Silva et al in view of Hamilton et al. 

19. As per claims 10 and 37, Silva et al discloses a computer-implemented method of processing 
data representing a three-dimensional object model (column 1 lines 30-35), the method comprising: 
traversing a model hierarchy to render a first view of a model (column 3 lines 59-67 and column 4 lines 1- 
10), the model hierarchy comprising an interrelationship of a plurality of model components (column 3 
lines 59-67 and column 4 lines 1-10), the plurality of model components having a first positional 
arrangement with respect to each other, and the first view depicting the first positional arrangement of the 
plurality of model components (column 3 lines 59-67 and column 4 lines 1-10); traversing a positionally 
altered version of the model hierarchy to render a second view of the model (column 3 lines 59-67 and 
column 4 lines 1-10), the positionally altered version comprising the plurality of model components in a 
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second positional arrangement with respect to each other (column 3 lines 59-67 and column 4 lines 1-10), 
the second positional arrangement differing from the first positional arrangement, and the second view 
depicting the second positional arrangement of the plurality of model components (column 3 lines 59-67 
and column 4 lines 1-10). However, Silva et al does not disclose combining the first view and the second 
view to display a composite image of the model, the composite image simultaneously representing both 
the first and the second positional arrangements. This is disclosed in Hamilton et al in fig 15. It would 
have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to display the 
combined images because it allows the user to see how the moved parts affect the other parts. 

20. As per claims 12 and 38, Hamilton et al discloses the first and the second positional 
arrangements each comprise a same first subset of model components that have a same layout in both 
the first and second positional arrangements (fig 15); and the first and the second positional 
arrangements each comprise a second subset of model components that have a first layout in the first 
positional arrangement that differs from a second layout in the second positional arrangement (fig 15). 

21. As per claim 13, Hamilton et al discloses the composite image comprises a single representation 
of the first subset of model components and a first and second representations of the second subset of 
model components, the first representation distinguishing the first positional arrangement of the second 
subset and the second representation distinguishing the second positional arrangement of the second 
subset (fig 15). 

22. As per claim 14, Hamilton et al discloses wherein differing display attributes distinguish change in 
positional arrangement of the second subset of model components (fig 15). 

23. As per claim 19, Silva et al discloses wherein the positionally altered version of the model 
hierarchy is generated during preparation of a formal drawing of the model (column 3 lines 59-67 and 
column 4 lines 1-10). 
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24. Claim 15 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Silva et al in view of 
Hamilton et al in further in view of Stone et al. 

25. As per claim 15, Silva and Hamilton do not disclose wherein display attributes comprise line style 
attributes selected from a group consisting of color, line weight, and a line pattern. This is disclosed in 
Stone in column 2 lines 32-50, It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made have different attributes because this would make it easier for the user to visually see 
the difference between the original position and the new one. 



26. Claims 31-33, 36 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Hamilton in 
view of Silva et al. 

27. As per claim 31 , Hamilton does not disclose wherein the stored model data represents 
construction of the three-dimensional object based on a hierarchical relationship between the plurality of 
modeled components. This is disclosed in Silva et al in column 3 lines 59-67 and column 4 lines 1-10. It 
would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to use a 
model hierarchy with the systems of Hamilton et al and Stone et al because this more clearly convey the 
arrangement of graphical components (column 3 lines 48-55). 

28. As per claim 32, Silva et al discloses the instructions to render the first and the model views 
comprise instructions to render in accordance with the hierarchical relationship (column 3 lines 59-67 and 
column 4 lines 1-10). 

29. As per claim 33, Hamilton discloses the plurality of modeled components comprise a first and a 
second modeled component having a different positional arrangement with respect to each other in the 
first and second views (fig 15); and the instructions to display the overlaid view comprise instructions to 
display the first modeled component at a common position on the output display and to display the 
second modeled component at different positions on the output display to distinguish change in positional 
arrangement of the second model component with respect to the first modeled component (fig 15). 
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30. As per claim 36, Sitva et al discloses a using a video display in fig 2, #212. Although Silva does 
not disclose using a plotter or a printer, this would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art 
because these well known output devices. 



Allowable Subject Matter 

31. Claims 5-6, 11, 16-18, 20-22, 34-35 are objected to as being dependent upon a rejected base 
claim, but would be allowable if rewritten in independent form including all of the limitations of the base 
claim and any intervening claims. 



Conclusion 

32. THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL, Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth 
in 37 CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE MONTHS from 
the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within TWO MONTHS of the mailing date 
of this final action and the advisory action is not mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH 
shortened statutory period, then the shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action 
is mailed, and any extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1.136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later than SIX 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this final action. 

Any response to this action should be mailed to: 

Commissioner of Patents and Trademarks 
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Washington, D.C. 20231 



or faxed to: 



(703) 872-9314 (for Technology Center 2600 only) 



Hand-delivered responses should be brought to Crystal Park II, 2121 Crystal Drive, Arlington, VA, 
Sixth Floor (Receptionist). 

Any inquiry of a general nature or relating to the status of this application or proceeding should be 
directed to the Technology Center 2600 Customer Service Office whose telephone number is 
(703) 306-0377. 



Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the examiner should 
be directed to Scott Wallace whose telephone number is 703-605-5163. The examiner can normally be 
reached on Monday thru Friday from 8:30am to 5:00pm. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's supervisor, Mark 
Zimmerman, can be reached on 703-305-9798. The fax phone number for the organization where this 
application or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent Application 
Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications may be obtained from 
either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished applications is available through 
Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) 
at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). ^ / ^ 




MARJj^MMERMAN 
SUPERVISORY PATENT EXAMINER 
TECHNOLOGY CENTER 2600 



